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	I recently sat down with a folder of student evaluations from one of my classes.  I was struck at how little they revealed about the quality of the class.  No one mentioned the questions with which they wrestled, the fresh insights they encountered, or the original work they birthed during the semester.  No one mentioned the transformations that took place in their lives.  No one mentioned the dialogues that had nourished our learning community: guest lecturers who came to class to discuss their books and articles with us; extensive notes that teaching assistants and I wrote on their papers; oral exams in which I spent hours meeting with small groups of students, engaging them in deeper analysis of their selected theological constructs as these related to class texts and their own interpretive work; personal notes I wrote to each student regarding their orals (commenting on their ideas and posing questions for further reflection).  No one mentioned the monastic rhythms of the class or the book of resources that the class was producing.  Instead, people commented on the “gracious teacher,” “creative planning for class sessions,” and “significant contributions of teaching assistants.”  Also, people wished for more punctual closing of class, more feedback on their performance earlier in the semester, fewer readings, and deeper or more relevant discussions of readings.  
My first response to these evaluations was to be preoccupied with the negative comments, though they were far outweighed by the positive.  In my mind, I counted how many times we were actually late in closing, for example.  Only later did I realize how much of myself I had invested in this course and how disappointed I was in the mechanical and generalized evaluations.  Later still, I reflected on what that experience communicated about knowledge, value and meaning in education.  I realized that students were evaluating the course in relation to the amount of knowledge they were given (or the overabundance of knowledge communicated in the overabundance of readings), the values of punctuality and monitoring of student performance, and the meanings that were important to them as individuals (though the community was extraordinarily diverse and the meanings that people sought were markedly different).  The evaluations seemed in some tension with the powerful class presentations on the last day of class and the remarkable transformations the teaching team saw in several students over the semester.  
This anecdotal experience poses a question that I have long pondered: are individual learning and the accumulation of discrete technical information “all there is” to education.  This is the starting point of the present essay, which focuses on evaluation in higher education, as it does or does not contribute to the relational power of education. 

MEASURING THE IMMEASURABLE
Schools and universities are places where evaluation is part of life.  In universities, evaluation of students takes place in every course, and students are often given opportunities to evaluate their courses as they conclude.  Evaluation also takes place in faculty searches, tenure reviews, accreditation reviews, and numerous other reviews that educators create to instill a high quality of teaching and research and to maximize the positive values of peer evaluation processes.  Evaluation processes also pervade educational systems for children and youth.  In the United States, the program “No Child Left Behind” is Congress’s Reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.  Using the rationale of accountability, the Act is intended to produce strong school performance by offering external rewards and sanctions to motivate educators.  The limits of such a program have been debated, but one problem is obvious.  Schools in certain disadvantaged areas (whether disadvantage comes from poverty or other sources) are under such strong external pressure that massive resignations and at least one suicide have taken place among educational leaders.  If such pressure produces stronger schools, and if increased test scores on standardized tests produce wiser students, this would be a surprise.  Studies of motivation reveal that internal and positive rewards contribute to stronger, more enduring motivation than external rewards.  A learning goal orientation has more motivational power than an external performance goal orientation (VandeWalle, Brown, Cron, and Slocum 1999; VandeWalle and Cummings 1997; Archer 1994; Dweck 1986; Dweck and Leggett 1988; Elliott and Dweck 1988). 
The limits of present forms of evaluation are pondered around the world, and solutions do not readily present themselves.  Fu Dianying (Capital University of Economy and Business, Beijing) yearns for education that encourages organic knowledge.  He recognizes, however, that most evaluation systems shape teaching in the opposite direction: “Under the influence of the examination system, teachers often only indoctrinate students with narrow accomplishments of specific subjects and train students to cope with restrictive examinations within a limited scope” (2003, 3).  Ronald Phipps urges attention to the international need for “creative talent, synthetic thinking and relational understanding” (2003, 3).  Drawing upon a thirty-year collaboration with scholars and business leaders in China and the U.S., he further recognizes that creative abilities for discovery are essential to learning, yet do not correlate directly and consistently with “skillfulness at test taking” (4).  With an eye to higher education in the United States, George Allan suggests four distinct perspectives on evaluation standards, representing four perspectives on higher education (1997, 187-222).  In light of these diverse perspectives, we cannot assume one set of standards; however, we can certainly critique the present forms of external evaluation.  Beyond that, questions about the best alternative forms of evaluation will continue to perplex educators in the face of competing goods and popular values.  
Some have developed alternatives to dominant evaluation processes.  Franz Riffert (University of Salzburg) engages in a critical reconstruction of pedagogy and evaluation in dialogue with constructivist approaches to education and the metaphysics of Alfred North Whitehead.  The result is a relational approach to curriculum development and evaluation, seeking to minimize the inadequacies of external examinations that are disembodied from the schools and the students that they test (1999, 75).  Riffert and his colleague Andreas Paschon have worked with the Austrian schools, which now have a system of external testing for two thirds of the curriculum, while allowing each school (with the partners of teachers, parents and students) to change one third of the curriculum to meet the unique needs and potential in the local community; that third is then tested by local measures (2003, 7).  This approach is compatible with Whitehead’s understanding of the school as the true educational unit, and his view that educational leaders within a particular context are best able to identify goals, standards, and educational processes that fit students in that context, leaving space for critical review of the schools’ standards by external evaluation processes (1967, 13-14).
If external evaluation of individual students and teachers by a limited set of standards is not the secret to good education, what is?  This question has no easy answer, but one important source for uncovering answers is educational case studies that reveal glimpses of relational education within a particular time and place.  We might approach such cases, in the way of Elliot Eisner, as educational connoisseurs (1979; 1998a; 1998b; Eisner and Peshkin 1990).  This is especially important if we are to discern the dynamics of educational practice and the real power of the educational process.  The real power—relational power—is difficult to measure, but some measures are better than others.  The best measures will contribute to educational relationships in the future, thus encouraging students in a wide range of accomplishments and in building life-giving relationships that benefit themselves and others.  
The focus of this essay is on relational power within higher education, and particularly on evaluating college and university education in regard to the relationships that are inspired, nurtured and equipped in the educational process.  I will attend especially to knowledge, value, and meaning as they arise in the relational process of education.  The study proceeds with a case study of a Cuba travel seminar with graduate students—a case that reveals relational qualities of education within an intensive educational experience.  In particular, the study of a travel seminar provides a heightened view of relationships, which are present but usually less intense and obvious in daily classrooms.  Five forms of relationality are informed by the Cuba case study, combined with analysis of the case study with which I began and a process philosophical analysis.  The five forms are:  relationships with self, with culture and community, with difference, with the earth, and with social structures.  Others could be added, but these five suggest the range and depth of relationships fostered in the educational process.

CASE STUDY
A travel seminar group of twenty-three graduate students and faculty traveled to Cuba to study social, religious, political and economic features of that country, and to study the relationship between Cuba and the United States, where the travel group originated.​[2]​  The group was comprised of half students and half faculty, with two of the faculty as leaders.  The students included a few people fluent in Spanish and Latin American cultures, a lawyer, a leader in public health, and others with considerable experience in church leadership and other vocations.  The faculty included people from virtually every field of the theology curriculum, both women and men, and people of diverse ethnic backgrounds (African American, European American, and Asian).  The age range was twenty-two to seventy, and the interest range was still broader.
To prepare for their journey to Cuba, the group had four bi-weekly sessions.  These included a lively session with two Cuban scholars and the informative participation and mentoring of a Cuban teaching assistant.  To stir curiosity and images of Cuba, the study group read a Cuban novel, and many watched movies revealing different aspects of Cuban life.  For bi-weekly preparation, the group read and discussed books and essays on the geography, history, religious topography, political and social dynamics, gender and racial complexities of Cuba.  The readings presented diverse perspectives, as did the reflective discussions in which students and faculty participated, sharing from their diverse backgrounds and life experiences.
The journey itself was a nine-day intensive time of travel, visiting churches and ecumenical centers, service agencies, a theological seminary, cultural landmarks, hospitals, a farm, a cemetery, local markets and streets, and a jazz club.  We engaged with people in many walks of life: church leaders, coordinators of service agencies, university professors, middle school and university students, and people we met on the streets and in other public places.  Some of the Cuban resource people were political leaders in high positions; some led their churches; and some were leaders of church-sponsored service agencies.  All of the leaders worked, in their distinctive ways, to enhance the life of their country.  In the process, they engaged in social analysis that included both appreciation and critique of public policy within their country and beyond.  More than once, the travel group was awakened by yet another person to yet another view of complexities in the Cuban and global situation. 
Visits also included churches and agencies involved in serving the poor and reflecting on needs in their local communities.  The seminar group traveled to local projects to observe work in community organizing, education, and local industries and crafts.  Part of the group visited a farm where people raise organic vegetables and herbs for community-serving organizations in their area.  The people there also can vegetables for the local community, produce energy with a replicable bio-gas technology, and provide seminars and consultations in which they share their discoveries with others and encourage people to share their own projects and discoveries, thus spreading expertise in ever-widening circles.  In addition to such formal visits, the travel seminar group also wandered the streets and visited with people along the way.  They enjoyed the welcome of Cuban people; experienced moments of significant meeting; discovered complexities in international, religious and socio-economic relationships; and developed bits of understanding that would influence them for many years to come.

RELATIONAL EDUCATION
With this case study in the background, we turn to the nature and promise of relational education.  We should acknowledge at the outset that all education is relational, for good or for ill.  The educational process can foster destructive and distorted relationships, as well as life-giving ones.  
The travel seminar group in the case study was partially aware of that, recognizing some of the beneficial aspects of our journey in fostering United States-Cuban relationships, and noting some of the detrimental aspects as well.  For example, we realized how more than two centuries of unbalanced, and sometimes oppressive, bi-national relations have led the two countries—often with little recognition of the complex history—to engage in dangerous threats and counter-threats.  We realized that our travel seminar could be one small step toward building more genuine understanding and respectful relationship.  We also realized that our seminar could contribute to our misunderstandings of Cuba; would surely involve our contributing to the emerging dollar economy in Cuba with all of its ambiguous values; and could potentially build healthy mutual relationships or destructive relationships, or both.  Further, we realized that we would not be able fully to comprehend the complex relationships; we could only hope that our presence and engagement with Cuban people, and theirs with us, would be more life-giving than death-dealing.  Such is the nature of relational education.
Education has to do with knowing, and, at its heart, knowing is relational.  One fruitful definition of knowing is: questing to relate with the world and mystery in a deep and responsive way (cf: Moore 1997; Doll 2003).  This definition suggests an ongoing, open process (questing) and an accent on communing (relating) with the world.  It also involves relating with mystery, or the moreness that transcends the immediate sensate world.  The definition thus points to forms of questing that probe below the surface of knowledge and evoke response from learners, including appreciation, critique, transformation, and construction of knowledge.  
In relation to higher education, this view of knowing suggests many challenges.  People discover knowledge when they relate with people, ideas, actions, and movements of the ages; they discover knowledge when they relate with intuitions, internalized realities, and dreams within themselves.  They construct knowledge when their questing leads to new insights, critical perspectives, or fresh analyses and integrations.  The role of colleges and universities is to create opportunities for such discoveries and constructions.  The underlying epistemology is that knowing is relational by nature; thus, the importance of these roles in higher education is larger than a simple desire for people to get along with one another.  One cannot know an era of history if one is not attuned to the narratives of that era and at least to some of its particularities and complexities.  One cannot know science if one is not awake to the movements of animals and plants, soil and water, protons and neutrons.  One cannot know literature if one is not captivated, at least for a moment, by its stories and questions, words and rhythms.  One cannot know anything if one is not alert to the subjectivity of all areas of study, the subjectivity of oneself and one’s communities, and the inter-subjectivity of the learning process.  Thus, we turn to relational education, through which relations are created, and by which higher education can be evaluated.  

RELATING WITH SELF
Education is a process of self-discovery, self-critique, self-enlargement.  This does not mean that the self is the primary subject of all education; yet, the self is always involved and always transformed.  When you consider the relation between individual learners and educational institutions and processes, you can see the fundamental role of “self-development” in that process (Whitehead 1967a, 1).   Individual students engage in the educational process in distinctive ways, finally shaping the form of their own education, either with or without the encouragement and support of teachers.  This assertion sounds antithetical to relational education, but it is a recognition that learners exercise agency as they engage in an educational process, whether seeking, researching, resisting, absorbing, analyzing or constructing knowledge.  Such agency opens the way for discovery, which in turn rewards students with the satisfaction and self-confidence of discovery (Bruner 1971, esp. 123f).  Respecting students’ agency is a way of appreciating the multidimensional nature of education, recognizing that “the learned and imaginative life is a way of living, and is not an article of commerce” (Whitehead 1967a, 97).  Whitehead is even more pointed in stating that the purpose of education is to guide “the art of life” (39).  Students and teachers in higher education are ideally engaged in a process toward enhancing the art of living for each person individually and for the learning community as a whole.  
The Cuba seminar provides a source for reflecting on relationality within and between selves.  The seminar was not planned to focus people on themselves, but people’s lives were changed.  Moments given to formal reflections on our experiences were particularly revealing.  People often began their reflections with introductions such as: “I realize for the first time. . .”; “I am moved to see. . .”; “I am shocked to hear. . .”; or “I have discovered how . . .”  They used words to describe their self-discoveries—wonder, affirmation, shame, knowledge, lack of knowledge, and so forth.  
The actual purpose of the Cuba seminar was not directly focused on relating with the self.  The course syllabus stated:
This course is intended to introduce students . . . to the relationship between the church and state within Cuba, to the work of the church in Cuba, to theologies emerging from Cubans and Cuban-Americans, and to the ethical dilemmas in relations between the United States and Cuba (Bounds and Jenkins, 2003, p. 1). 
On the other hand, the Cuban seminar left the community of learners and every individual within it changed.  Such a learning experience reveals how formative education can be in fostering the multi-faceted development of individuals and their relationships with themselves and others.
The multi-faceted nature of these relationships is emphasized in the educational writings of Alfred North Whitehead.  Philosopher and mathematician that he was, he recognized that people know through their feelings as well as through their intellect.  He recognized that human knowing often transcends definitions and verbalizations:  “Yet mothers can ponder many things in their hearts which their lips cannot express” (1974, 65; cf: 1933, 364-365).  This is a kind of internal knowing that emerges from relating with oneself and the expanse of internalized knowledge and experiences within oneself.  For Whitehead, both feeling and intellect are part of such learning.  One is not narrowly associated with emotional experiences and the other with academic experience; they represent two sides of an organism’s life.  Whitehead describes the relationship in terms of complementarity:  “emotional experiences illustrate a conceptual justification, and conceptual experiences find an emotional illustration” (1978, 16).  These relationships are tapped, reshaped and deepened in the process of education.
Whitehead’s view is not, in itself, fully adequate here.  First, he perpetuates the idea that emotions illustrate concepts, placing emotions in a secondary position.  Second, Whitehead limits himself to two aspects of human interaction with the world—intellect and emotion.  Though he offers a more complex understanding of feeling in descriptions of concrescence and the creative process, his language is not fully transferable into anthropological descriptions of human life experience (without falling into the fallacy of misplaced concreteness).  For example, Whitehead describes both emotions and concepts in terms of experience—emotional experience and conceptual experience—but he does not fully account for all forms of human engagement.  Though Whitehead, in his metaphysical writing, considers more comprehensive responses, he sometimes falls into familiar dualities when speaking of education, unwittingly reinforcing the common cultural habit of thinking dualistically about values.  This habit easily slides into hierarchal thinking about human attributes and educational emphases.  If we are to grasp the multi-faceted nature of relationships, we will need to move further.  We will need to account more fully for the intricate relationship among many aspects of human response to the world—conceptual analysis, emotions, will, body knowing, intuition and imagination—recognizing that even these are not the entire picture. 
The leaders of the Cuba seminar were intentional in tapping multiple ways of knowing and nourishing relationships.  They drew upon diverse approaches to teaching, and they selected participants carefully, seeking to foster a community of mutual teaching and learning.  The pre-journey class sessions prepared people with information and insight that would enhance their learning from the Cuba experiences and would open them to whatever experiences the journey would bring.  All of this contributed to significant learning, including learning that nourished relationships with the self.  
The post-journey class sessions revealed something more confusing, however, namely that people had difficulty incorporating their new knowledge into the rest of their lives.  Having experienced an intense and satisfying community life on the Cuba journey, people came together in these final sessions with unexpressed expectations and some degree of exhaustion, having given up their spring break for this journey.  Rather than enhancing self-learning, the post-journey sessions enhanced informational learning and ethical wrestling, but contributed less to the more integrative work of relating with self.  In short, they gave little attention to the integration of feelings and intellect—that which mothers “ponder . . . in their hearts.”  The leaders for these sessions opened issues well, but people seemed awkward in engaging the issues, more quick to divert discussions than in earlier sessions.  Perhaps people needed an opportunity to explore the issues in relation to personal and communal transformations that had taken place through the seminar.  Perhaps people needed time to consolidate and expand their self-knowing—to reflect upon re-entry experiences, new knowledge, personal transformations, new or deepened social commitments.  Most students did such consolidation and expansion as they prepared their final projects.  In these projects, the fruits of relating with self were particularly evident as students integrated the entire semester’s work into their particular foci and interests.
This analysis reveals the power of education to enhance relationality with and within the self.  Such a relational practice was intensely present in most moments of the Cuba seminar, whether initiated consciously or spontaneously; it was nearly absent in other moments, especially when participants hesitated to reflect fully on the complex, dynamic relationships that were part of the learning process.  More important is to recognize how such a course—embracing the multiple dimensions of reading, dialogue, self-reflection (in a journal), traveling with a learning community, and individual projects—can enrich relationships with the self.  The best way to evaluate such learning in higher education is to observe the detailed life of a community and to invite individuals to reflect on the fullness of their unique experiences, especially as the experiences enhance their knowing, valuing and meaning making.  Perhaps the journals and reflective moments of the Cuba seminar were more nuanced evaluation tools than our formal moments of evaluation, when we became caught in the web of traditional, narrow perspectives on evaluation.

RELATING WITH CULTURE AND COMMUNITY
We turn now to another important aspect of relational education—relating with culture and community.  Education is a process of discovering, analyzing, critiquing, deepening and transforming relationships with culture and community.  This was a self-conscious aspect of the Cuba seminar.  The central purposes were to acquaint the community with Cuba, build stronger consciousness of Latin America in the sponsoring institution, and engage faculty and students in contextual analysis and theological reflection (Bounds and Jenkins).  To these ends, the class read books and articles covering many aspects of Cuba’s geography and social history, political and economic structures, education and health care, and religious and cultural traditions.  They also worshiped and built community together.  Further, they analyzed what they read with one another and with resource people, engaging in particularly deep analysis as they traveled together in Cuba.  Alongside these many activities, members of the group were asked to record their discoveries, reactions, and interpretive insights in journals; thus they were encouraged to reflect on their experiences as they journeyed through the semester.
Travel seminars are particularly conducive to nourishing relationships with culture and community, whether they are offered as a single opportunity (such as the Cuba travel seminar) or a series of opportunities (such as a pattern of annual journeys).  In fact, the relationships that are nourished in such intense learning events can evoke major transformations, enlarging travelers’ understandings of one or more cultures, and enhancing their relationships with people in a particular community or land.  Such seminars usually evoke cultural sensitivities and intercultural concerns, while also communicating knowledge about a particular culture.  Further, they usually enhance the community that travels together, as well as the communities in which they travel (Krondorfer 1995; Mayer 2003, esp. 37-54).  
How does this kind of educational experience translate into the daily life of a college or university, especially one with people of diverse ages and interests?  Here is where the opening reflections regarding my class evaluations reveal how difficult this kind of teaching and learning can be, especially when students do not enter self-consciously into a “regular course” with that particular set of expectations.  We will thus expand on that course—titled “Issues of Women and Theology in Christian Tradition”—as a case alongside the Cuba travel seminar.  
In the Issues course, students were women and men (75% and 25%) in different phases of their masters’ programs.  One student was in his first semester and three in their last, with others spread between.  On the first evening, the syllabus introduced the course: 
The purpose of this course is: to evoke the theological passions of the class, to explore the passions and perspectives of women in theology and ministry, to engage theological questions with critical imagination, and to construct theological perspectives and actions for the sake of future, especially for the wellbeing of women in the church and world (Moore 2003, p. 1).
The class was designed in the rhythmic way of a monastic community, reflective of women’s monastic communities, which have birthed and fostered life-giving traditions over many centuries.  The class began each week with a gathering ritual, followed by a time of study (lectures, panels, video presentations, and discussion of readings), a meal, group work (on creative projects), and a closing ritual.  The requirements of the course included readings, meditative actions, sharing in leadership for gathering rituals and meals, taking an oral exam, and writing a major paper, accompanied by a presentation.  
With this brief description as background, we can analyze ways in which relationships with culture and community were enhanced (or not enhanced) in this course.  As to relating with culture, several students shared insights formally and informally during the closing weeks of the class.  They explained that they had not grasped initially why we were reading so many authors from diverse ethnicities and parts of the world.  They wondered how these readings could be relevant to them.  These particular students then added that their horizons had been expanded beyond imagination over the course of the semester; they had been particularly awakened and informed by opportunities to dialogue with some of the authors and view videotapes of others.  They also felt that discerning the cultures and communities from which these authors came had helped uncover their own cultural locations, simultaneously expanding their knowledge of other peoples and of themselves.  Views differed however.  At least one student critiqued the class emphasis on entering authors’ cultural worlds before engaging in critical analysis of her book or essay.  This student would have preferred to go sooner and dwell longer in critique.
In terms of relating with community, two students in the Issues class spoke of how much they were informed and stimulated by working together on their major paper.  Two small groups of students met with one another outside of class to discuss the readings, expanding class discussions beyond the walls.  Of course, their extra meetings could be interpreted as a judgment on the inadequate discussions in class sessions or as a natural and good extension of the dialogue that the class intended to inspire.  Two students who had faced unusual life challenges (health and family issues) during the semester said that they did not know how they would have survived the semester and moved to a strong, hopeful place in their lives had it not been for relationships within the class.  One student expressed that this course had marked a turning point in her graduate study, shifting her experience of the degree program from an accumulation of disparate facts to a profound human experience that would completely transform her life.  On a less positive note, some of the students who completed evaluations said that they were not inspired to do their best work in the class (the average mark being 4 on a 5-point scale, with 5 being the highest).  On the other hand, two students said to members of the teaching team that their sharing of doctoral research had inspired their own best work.
Whether the course evaluations reveal the inadequacy of transformative education in this course, or the inadequacy of the evaluation process and instrument, the evaluations do reveal the difficulty of nourishing strong relationships with culture and community within a graduate course.  At the same time, powerful relationships were nurtured, as many students testified.  In the future, the process of evaluation could be most helpful if it uncovered these relationships and transformations, and also engaged students in cultural analysis.  For example, cultural attitudes toward time could be analyzed, noting how these attitudes limit the framework, spontaneity, and depth of such a course, while also limiting the power of a traditional course to bring cultural attitudes into question.  At the same time, time could be analyzed as a way of honoring the complexity of students’ relationships beyond the classroom (responsibilities, personal relationships, and other classes).  An analysis of time, as one dimension of education among others, could uncover cultural complexities within and beyond the classroom, thus teaching something that would be of value in many other settings as well.
I have dwelt in some detail on the Issues course reviews because they reveal the complex process of discerning and evaluating the quality of educational relationships.  The difficulty is not, however, indicative of the value.  Relating with culture and community is attending to the central educational values espoused by Alfred North Whitehead, namely duty and reverence (1967a, 14).  The unique combination of duty and reverence is the key.  Duty is based on a sense of community and mutual responsibility for community life.  Reverence has to do with awe, or encouraging people to revere all of life.  This includes revering the preciousness of every being, every community, and every culture.  This does not mean an unconditional appreciation of everything that happens in the world and every human deed; it does mean appreciation for life itself.  Reverent teaching involves many dimensions—revering the Spirit of Life, the other, oneself, relationships, educational processes, and ordinariness (Moore 1998b, 220-224).  Duty calls people and communities to accountability for their actions in the larger world, while reverence values the spirit of life that abides in every human being, every culture, and every creature of the planet.  Relational teaching and learning have potential to foster both.  Thus, we need to ask in what ways educational systems foster relationships with cultures and communities, and to what extent do they inspire duty and reverence.

RELATING WITH DIFFERENCE
Relating with culture and community awakens people to difference, whether differences within a particular culture and community, or differences between diverse communities, or differences emerging over time.  Relating with difference is an inevitable and critical aspect of relational education.  Education is a process of dancing with diversity—encountering diverse and changing peoples, perspectives, practices, and life patterns, and allowing them to raise critical questions and new possibilities (Moore 2000) [Note to publisher: This is not a direct quote, and the reference is to the whole of the earlier essay.  My use of italics here and elsewhere was to highlight the key theme of the section.  You have removed italics, which is fine, but that was the purpose.].  Such encounter was clearly a goal of the Cuba seminar.  It was embodied in formal course requirements and in the multitude of experiences woven into the semester of study and travel.  It was especially embodied in the careful selection of participants.  People were selected to ensure a diversity of ethnicity, age, interests, sexual orientation, and life experience.  As in the previous section, however, we need to ask if relationships with difference only take place in specialized educational events such as a travel seminar, or in courses that take diversity as a primary focus.  
Something has already been said about encouraging relationship with difference in the two case studies of this essay.  Both courses were intentionally designed to include texts covering diverse subject matters and academic disciplines, as well as diverse ethnic contexts, points of view, and so forth.  Both encouraged students to reflect on themselves and their distinctive interests, as well as on the learning community and the larger world.  Both claimed the encounter with diversity as a course goal.  At the same time, people in both classes tended to look for that which confirmed their own views, reflected their preferred styles of scholarship and communication, and focused on subjects related to their unique interests.  This is to be expected, and it represents one appropriate aspect of teaching toward diversity; that is, the courses offered diverse readings and assignments to communicate maximally with diverse students.  On the other hand, both classes allowed students and faculty to do some polite distancing from otherness.  People felt somewhat free to attend less to others’ interests and views than their own.  They tended to listen politely and engage more casually when a presentation or discussion was more distant from their experience.  This natural human tendency is not, in itself, negative, but it poses a question.  To what extent should and could education foster deep engagement with difference?  Related questions include:  What are the marks of such deep engagement?  How can such engagement be truly open without coercing people to change their views unwillingly or, on the other hand, without treating difference as “exotic otherness” that people can enjoy without serious risk of learning and change.  
In a process analysis, these questions correspond with Alfred North Whitehead’s concern for education that contributes to “vivid apprehensions of value” (1967a, 40).  Such education has less to do with teaching “truth” and more to do with contributing to beauty, imagination, and the adventure of ideas.  For Whitehead, Beauty is “a wider and more fundamental notion than Truth” (1933, 341; cf: 313).  Beauty has to do with intensity and harmony, rather than orthodoxy or recapitulation.  At the same time, truth contributes to beauty by directing attention to that which is relevant, most especially when truth takes the form of discovery (341-344).  Consistent with his accent on beauty, Whitehead critiqued the education of his day for being preoccupied with intellectual analysis and information, and inadequately concerned with the search for value:
My own criticism of our traditional educational methods is that they are far too much occupied with intellectual analysis, and with the acquirement of formularised information.  What I mean is, that we neglect to strengthen habits of concrete appreciation of the individual facts in their full interplay of emergent values, . . (1967b, 198). 
Such a view suggests that educational design needs to shift from the customary focus on dominant perspectives, core subject matters, prominent bodies of literature, and central cultural values.  For Whitehead, “learned orthodoxy” is not just inadequate; it is actively problematic, for it suppresses the adventure of ideas (1933, 358).  It is also misleading.  Whitehead directs this warning to educational practice, but also to the work of philosophy to which he gave so much of his life: “In philosophical discussion, the merest hint of dogmatic certainty as to finality of statement is an exhibition of folly” (1978, xiv).  What is far more important in his view is the adventure of imagination. 
These emphases on beauty, imagination and adventure underscore the significance of education that inspires and equips people to relate with difference. Whitehead’s views of education—as his views of knowledge, value and meaning—can help educators understand what is at stake for people as they relate with difference.  Whitehead’s reflections do not encourage teachers and administrators to learn a few necessary facts about other people in order to continue functioning in their world; rather, his analysis invites educators into life-changing encounters.  From this analysis, I propose that educators need to do more than stretch the boundaries of a “core” curriculum; they need to question the very idea of a core.  Further, if all of life is constantly “becoming and perishing,” then education takes place in a world in flux (1933, 354).  This means that learning is an ongoing process, made up of momentary experiences and perpetual perishing.  In such a process of learning, the ability to relate with difference is critically important; the world itself is different from moment to moment.  Relating with difference is necessary for survival.  In fact, relating with difference is not only encountering people who are different from you and your people, but also encountering people who themselves are changing over time.  Further, relating with difference means encountering yourself and your people as you change over time.    
Playing with these ideas is not a senseless game; the challenge is serious.  Educators are challenged to fling their doors open to encounter difference, and to engage with difference in many different learning communities and subjects of study.  Difference is not itself a “thing” that can be mastered with the accumulation of facts, even with the accumulation of experiences.  Difference is a spatial and temporal reality, with which the encounter can be terrifying, energizing, and transforming.  Relating with people of difference is important to the art of living.  It is a practice to be cultivated rather than a body of knowledge to be learned.  For this reason, the entire educational system, and all of the courses therein, are challenged to embody multiple diversities and to encourage students and faculty to meet and respond to difference in ways that nourish life.  Questions for evaluating diversity in higher education need to be addressed to the very structures of colleges and universities, and not simply to the academic curriculum or, more narrowly, to a set of designated courses.  Further, evaluation needs to focus less on questions of what (what courses and what diversities) and more on questions of how.  Most especially, how are people in higher education involved in questing to know the diversity of the world and how do they need to be further involved? 

RELATING WITH THE EARTH
Relating with difference is akin to relating with the earth; both are understood in popular ideology as foreign and distant from the immediate community of people who know and care for one another.  Yet, relational education focuses on teaching that relates people with the earth’s movements and the earth’s future.  Education, then, is a process of appreciating, receiving from, learning from, and caring for the earth.  
The case studies of this chapter are instructive; both have educational elements of relating with the earth.  The Cuba travel seminar involved studying ecological realities in relation to social, economic and religious ones.  It also involved visiting a theological seminary with an organic farm shared with the local community, and it involved visiting a non-profit farm and bio-gas operation designed to contribute simultaneously to the well-being of the earth and the immediate human community.  All of these operations were established to serve local communities and to be a model for other communities.  
In a more classroom-based way, the Issues of Women and Theology class involved a unit focused on eco-feminist theology, including a reading and a meditative action of silence and creative practice.
Meditative Action:  During the week, meditate in silence on the presence of God.  Prepare a resource that will attune people to God’s presence in creation, and human relationships with the earth.  As before, this may be a poem, prayer, liturgy, story, dance or other work of art. You will have an opportunity to reflect on these resources with your working group (Moore 2003, pp. 6-7).
In addition, both faculty and students introduced earth issues and sensitivities in rituals and discussions throughout the semester.  The question is whether such ways of relating with the earth can only be brought to consciousness when the subject of a particular course or session lends itself.  Can relating with the earth and earth-consciousness be encouraged as part of the entire educational process, and can such relating actually equip students to contribute to the wellbeing of the earth and all of its creatures?
For some time, philosophers and educators have been calling attention to the interconnectedness of all things.  The fact that an earthquake in one part of the world can contribute to a tidal wave several hundred miles away, or that the flapping of butterfly wings in one place can be measured on the other side of the globe, reveals a connectedness that no one would have imagined a hundred years ago, except a few mystics and shamans.  This interconnectedness is amazing and wonderful in one sense, but it is also terrifying, especially when we think of how war and oppressive politics in one time and place can gather momentum and diminish or destroy millions of lives for decades, even centuries, into the future.  Terror, pain and fear can pass through the giant web of relationships, as surely as justice and compassion.  
In some ways, the significance of relating with the earth is more visible in the public eye than in the past; in other ways, ecological concerns have been increasingly marginalized in the United States as a special interest of a special interest group.  Such marginalization is less pronounced in other parts of the world (as in Cuba) where people are more conscious of the intimate relation between human wellbeing and care for the earth.  Whitehead’s metaphysics is particularly important in explicating these intimate relations, building upon the proposition that all reality is related and painting a word picture that can be compelling to people whose daily lives reveal less visible evidence of an interconnected universe than you find in Cuba and elsewhere.  More particularly, Whitehead proposed that all things are internally related with one another (1967b, 163-165, 174-176).  This means that human relations with the earth and sky are not just the apparent and occasional relationships that we hold in consciousness, but also the subtle and constant relations that characterize life within an ecological system—the relations that people and other creatures take into themselves and make their own, both consciously and unconsciously.  
Because of internal relations, human beings are affected by full moons, dust storms, sunshine, and rainy days; teachers can describe exactly how these natural phenomena affect students in their classes.  Similarly, the earth is affected by the actions of human creatures—over-grazing, over-building, and over-consuming, to name a few.  These also affect teachers and students in classrooms, although they are only obvious in times of natural disaster or major change.  People adjust to the changes and go on with life without full awareness that their adjustments may be subtle ways of colluding with forces that destroy their lives and the natural world around them.  More pointedly, colleges and universities make a multitude of decisions that affect the earth: whether to build new structures, where and how to build them, which energy sources to use, how to regulate energy use, where to get food, how to plan for transportation, and how to care for campus land.  These decisions also shape the ecosystem.  
Why are these issues important for educators?  Most obviously, when an ecosystem is healthy, it sustains the life of all beings (including the faculty and students of a university or college) with nutrients, life-supporting atmosphere, and a sense of wellbeing.  This is true even though life and death are part of the natural life cycle of any ecosystem, and plants and animals live and die in their interactions with each other.  When a well-balanced ecosystem is disturbed, the animals and plants sag; many die prematurely; and human beings often decline in physical, psychological and spiritual health.  These comments are self-evident, though they are discussed surprisingly little in higher education.  Perhaps that is because of a less obvious reality; that is, the local and global ecosystem is actually part of an educational institution’s culture.  Thus, the ecosystem is part of what an institution teaches its students, faculty and constituents.
Ideally, education will help people become more conscious of these relations—more attuned to the earth’s movements around and within them.  Such education will foster interaction with all aspects of the natural world; teachers will encourage students to study about, learn from and care for that world.  Some of these practices are evident in the case studies, but the possibilities are limitless.  The efforts cannot end with one annual event or one earth project.  Education that promotes relationality will foster interaction with plants, animals, sky and water in many forms.  These interactions will offer alternatives to the individualistic, non-relational approaches that often characterize education in North America, offering an alternative ecological approach to education and nourishing relationships that nourish life (Bowers 1995; Bowers and Flinders 1990, esp. 233-250; Moore 1998a; Moore 2000).  With such education, the fullness of relations might enter more fully into human consciousness, delight, and ethical practice.  Educational evaluation will need to ask to what extent people are engaged in studying the movements of the cosmos, researching the complex interplay of diverse parts of the ecosystem, and assessing their contribution to the wellbeing of the whole.

RELATING WITH SOCIAL STRUCTURES
Thus far, this essay accents different forms of relationality that might be supported in the practice of education.  Stepping back, we can see that building relationships with social structures is basic to nourishing all other relationships.  Thus, education is a process of relating people with social and political structures that can nourish the life-giving possibilities in all relationships.  This aspect of relational education echoes John Dewey’s belief that educational experiences are at their best when they open people to other learning experiences in the future (1997).  The accent on social structures also resonates with his accent on the social and purposive nature of experience (1997, 58-60, 67-72; Dewey and Dewey 1962, 121-131).  My accent here intensifies and enlarges upon Dewey’s ideas, putting forth a more radical understanding of educational relationships.  Relational education is not an end in itself, but a way of awakening people to relational realities, critiquing those realities in dialogue with others, and expanding the possibilities for building life-giving relationships in the future.
We can see the dynamics of such relational education at work in the Cuba seminar.  An implicit motivation of the seminar was to transform the culture of Candler School of Theology toward more active contextual awareness and engagement with large socio-religious and socio-political realities, particularly in relation to one of our close international neighbors.  This motivation was realized in the sense that both faculty and students reflected spontaneously on these questions before the end of their journey, planning ways to invite the rest of the school community into discussions about Cuba and theological education in our own context.  Upon their return home, both faculty and students sponsored dialogues with the larger community, engaging others in imagining a long-term transformation of the school’s educational culture and practices.  Such actions of relating with social structures were not explicit in the syllabus of the Cuba seminar, nor scheduled as one session among others.  On the other hand, such actions were intended, albeit open-ended, outcomes—a trajectory toward which much of the explicit curriculum moved.  Actions of students and faculty after the actual journey (especially gathering others into conversation) reveal that the seminar did indeed awaken participants to their relationship with, and responsibility to, larger social structures.  
The other case study is also revealing.  The Issues of Women and Theology class was responding to a need for gender analysis within theological study at Emory, particularly for the retrieval, critique and reformulation of traditions in light of women’s experience.  The Issues course responds to a particular yearning expressed by many women students for such a course.  On the other hand, the course is an “extra” which most students cannot, or do not, find time to take.  That in itself is not a problem; the problem is that the course runs the risk of being a substitute for more profound institutional change.  It provides an outlet for students who are interested or concerned.  Does it also assuage the guilt of a faculty that wants to cover all the bases while still requiring a core curriculum focused on more dominant authors (mostly male), texts, and points of view?
Education that relates people with social structures will take many forms; the cases reveal that.  Such education might be intentionally evocative, intentionally diverse, or intentionally deep in one culture.  That statement only reveals the surface, however, because the most evocative and diverse educational communities need to be bound by some form of common commitment or unity, and the most culturally specific colleges and universities need to be open to wide diversity.  Further, teachers and administrators need to be skilled in negotiating conflicts and seeking alternate solutions to problems that seem, at first, to have only one answer or two contradictory (either-or) responses.  They need to be skilled in finding a third or seventh alternative, thus, allowing conflict to blossom into new possibility (Moore 2000; 1998, 69-94).  
Relating with social structures also means that education is active, bringing diverse subject matters into relation with one another for the sake of the larger society.  The separation of different subjects from one another, and the separation of all subjects from the practical concerns of life, is deadly.  Either practice fosters boredom and disembodied knowledge.  What is needed is adventurous exploration of connections between religion and politics, mathematics and history, literature and science, and so forth.  What is further needed are active projects in which students are invited to draw upon knowledge in diverse subject areas to respond actively to a real concern in the world.  Such education relates students to the larger social structures and helps them to relate the many things they are learning in active and practical ways.  Such education responds to Whitehead’s urging that people engage in “straying across country” with their ideas, rather than traveling always in familiar ruts (1967b, 197).  
Relating people with social structures further means an open-ended educational process.  I said above that relating with difference is important, as well as relating with the earth.  Such relationships open people daily to new discoveries and to uncomfortable challenges of letting go of prejudices and “common sense” ways of thinking.  The world is constantly changing; neither individuals nor communities and cultures stay the same; thus, education that connects people with reality will connect them with a changing reality.  Students are not simply learning “the way things are” in order to develop theories and skills to function; they are also learning “the way things are changing” in order to develop openness and flexibility in thinking and acting.  In such a way, they are relating with the social order that is and the one that can be.
Even in the Cuba travel seminar and in Issues of Women and Theology in Christian Tradition, with all of their emphases on exploring diverse perspectives and cultural traditions, teachers and students were faced with more complexity than they could grasp.  Hopefully, they learned to discern and critique social structures of the past.  Hopefully, they also drew upon the past to analyze and learn from the current world and to contribute well to social structures of the future.  This is an important educational value, for social structures are always open for transformation (at least partially open), however hardened they may have become.  When students are invited into knowing (questing to relate with the world in a deep and responsive way), they will be equipped to engage more adequately with existing social structures and to envision alternate futures.  This is urgent if students are to be agents of history in relation to global peoples and ecological realities; otherwise, they can easily fall into existing roles that are less beneficial for the common good, such as the common roles of victim and dominator.  In all of this discussion, we are reminded that students, even in their years as students, are engaged in the practice of making the future.  Thus, higher education is judged on the basis of students’ knowledge of, engagement with, and visions for the social structures in which they are embedded.

CONCLUSION
	Education is a process where relationships happen naturally.  These relationships are powerful shapers of identity and character; they can also be destructive.  Building good relationships is vital if colleges and universities are to nourish the lives of students and faculty and positively influence the larger community.  Ignoring this challenge can lead to neglect, oppression, and even active abuse.  
In this essay, I have explored the nature of educational relationships, giving special attention to a central question:  How can schools nourish life-giving relationships, even in contentious and overwhelming social situations and even in times of global peril?  The case studies have provided snapshots of intentional relationality and have hopefully stirred imagination about possibilities for relational teaching and learning.  The challenge of these analyses is to project an educational future in which teachers, administrators, students, and community folk work together to nourish relationships that nourish life.  These will lead to new criteria by which higher education is evaluated:
	Relationships with self—Does education enhance critical self-awareness and character-development while it raises students’ awareness of their deepest passions, values, and concerns and their relationship with a wider world?  
	Relations with community and culture—Does education encourage respectful relationships within the learning community, with the larger community, and with the larger cultural matrix, thereby contributing to life-giving relationships within larger communities and cultural movements?  
	Relations with difference—Does education enhance knowledge, appreciation, understanding, negotiation, and even reconciliation across communities of difference?  Does education engage people with difference as it emerges in the dynamic process of life, preparing them to respond to emerging occasions in ways that sustain and enhance the quality of life?     
	Relations with the earth—Does education engage students in many forms of interaction with the natural world, thus enhancing ecological consciousness, delight, and ethical practice?
	Relations with social structures—Is education interactive, public and purposive, leading to cross-disciplinary reflection, communal analysis, critique, and constructive action within school structures and in the larger society?
Other questions could be added.  This essay is simply an invitation to engage with one another to discern patterns of relationality that presently exist in higher education and to critique and reform them.  The underlying hope is to nourish relationships that can nourish life in the entire human and earth community. 
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^1	  This paper was presented in: “Knowledge, Value, Meaning . . . Process,” Conference sponsored by University of Saskatchewan, Saskatoon, Canada, 31 May 2003.
^2	  This case study is used with permission of the faculty who taught the course.
